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Applicant's Response 

In Applicant's Responses dated 09/18/2006 and 02/01/2007, Applicant amended 
the Specification, amended the Abstract, amended Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 12-16, 18 and 
25-31, added new Claims 32-37, cancelled Claims 3 and 19-21, and argued against all 
objections and rejections previously set forth in the Office Action dated 05/12/2006. 

Based on Applicant's amendments, the objections to the Abstract and the 
Specification previously set forth are withdrawn. Based on Applicant's amendments, 
the objections to the Claims previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Based on Applicant's amendments, the rejections for Claims 15-28 and 31 under 
35 U.S. C. 101 previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Based on Applicant's amendments, the prior art rejections for Claims 1-31 under 
35 U.S.C. 102 and 103 previously set forth are withdrawn. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
• The term "page36" on Page 10, Line 19 should be amended to — page_36 — 
because it appears to be a typographic error. 
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Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: 36.1 through 36.4 (see Specification -* Page 17, Line 6, referencing 
Figures 3, 8 and 9); 26-1 (see Specification -> Page 17, Line 9, referencing Figures 3, 8 
and 9); 30-1 (see Specification — Page 17, Line 15, referencing Figures 3, 8 and 9); 36- 
1 1 and 36-12 {see Specification -* Page 17, Lines 16-17, referencing Figures 3, 8 and 
9). These element numbers are located in additional portions of the Specification, and 
all must be corrected. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as 
either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "identified" in Line 6 should be amended to — i dent i f i od determined — 
so that the term corresponds to previously recited claim language (see Line 5). 

Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "parsing and verification of the display data" in Lines 2-3 should be 
amended to — parsing and v e r i f i cation of verifying t he display data — so that the 
phrase is grammatically correct. 

Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "template" in Lines 2 and 3 (two occurrences) should be amended to — 
page t emplate — because that is how the component is previously identified (see 
Claim 1, Line 2). 

Claim 8 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• There is no antecedent basis for the "syntactical elements" in the phrase "in 
which the syntactical elements further comprise XML tags" in Lines 2-3. The 
claim should be amended to depend from Claim 7, which recites "syntactical 
elements." 
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Claim 10 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "dynamic content' in Line 4 should be amended to — the dynamic 
content — because the "dynamic content is previously recited in the claims (see 
Claim 1, Line 4). 

• The term "token" in Lines 7, 12 and 13 (three occurrences) should be amended 
to — tokens — because that is how the component is previously identified (see 
Linel). 

• A tab indentation should be inserted before the term "inserting" in Line 1 3 so that 
the claim is consistently formatted. 

Claim 12 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "identifying a javabean component operable to process the metadata 
token" in Line 2 should be amended to indicate whether there is a "javabean 
component' for every "metadata token" or only some of the "metadata tokens," 
since the claims previously recite that multiple "metadata tokens" are parsed (see 
Claim 10, Lines 1-3). 

Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "page descriptors" in Line 5 should be amended to — at least one page 
descriptors]] — because that is how the component is previously identified (see 
Line 2). Additionally, Claim 14 should be amended to correspond to any 
amendment of Claim 1 3. 
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Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "preference" in Line 3 should be amended to — preferences — so the 
limitation is grammatically correct. 

Claim 1 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "retrieved" in Line 1 1 should be amended to — r e tr ie ved f etched — so 
that the claim language is consistent (see Lines 10 and 12). 

• The phrase "operable to process display data" in Line 1 3 should be amended to 

— operable to process the display data — because the "display data" is 
previously recited in the claim (see Line 10). 

• The phrase "parsing and verification of the display data" in Line 14 should be 
amended to — parsing and vorificat i on of v erifying t he display data — so that the 
phrase is grammatically correct. 

• The term "template" in Lines 1 5 and 1 7 (two occurrences) should be amended to 

— page t emplate — because that is how the component is previously identified 
(see Line 4). 

Claim 17 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The claim should be cancelled, because the claim depends upon Claim 15 and 
the limitation recited in the claim is previously recited in Claim 15 (see Lines 22- 
24). 
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Claim 18 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "identified" in Line 6 should be amended to — idont i f i od determined — 
so that the term corresponds to previously recited claim language (see Line 5). 

Claim 24 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "dynamic content' in Line 3 should be amended to — the dynamic 
content — because the "dynamic content' is previously recited in the claims (see 
Claim 15, Line 7). 

• The term "token" in Lines 6, 12 and 14 (three occurrences) should be amended 
to — tokens — because that is how the component is previously identified (see 
Line 2). 

Claim 26 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "identify a javabean component operable to process the metadata 
token" in Lines 2-3 should be amended to indicate whether there is a "javabean 
component' for every "metadata token" or only some of the "metadata tokens," 
since the claims previously recite that multiple "metadata tokens" are parsed (see 
Claim 24, Lines 1-3). Additionally, Claim 27 should be amended to correspond to 
any amendment of Claim 26. 
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Claim 27 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "according to a predetermined syntax in Lines 2-3 should be 
amended to — according to [[a lithe predetermined syntax — because the 
"predetermined syntax" is previously mentioned in the claims (see Claim 15, Line 
13). 

• The phrase "page descriptors" in Line 5 should be amended to — at least one 
page descriptors]] — because that is how the component is previously identified 
(see Line 2). Applicant should not strike through the letter "s" of the term 
"descriptors" when making the amendment. See 37 C.F.R. 1.121. 

Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "preference" in Line 3 should be amended to — preferences — so the 
limitation isgrammatically correct. 

Claim 29 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "parsing and verification of the display data" in Lines 12-1 3 should be 
amended to — parsing and ver i f i cation of verifying the display data — so that the 
phrase is grammatically correct. 

• The phrase "fetched output data" in Line 14 should be amended to — fetched 
retrieved output data — so that the claim terminology is consistent (see Line 13). 
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• A tab indentation should be removed before the phrase "computer program code 
for building the output report' in Line 18 so that the claim is consistently 
formatted. 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 20-21 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claim for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 

• The phrase "further comprising" in Line 21 should be deleted because it is 
unnecessary. 

• The phrase "invoking the javabean components" in Line 22 should be amended 

i 

to — computer program code for invoking the javabean components — so that 
the claim language is consistent. 

• The phrase "the retrieved display data 58" in Line 23 should be amended to — 
the retrieved display data [[58]] — because it appears to include a typographic 
error. 

• The phrase "generating the dynamic content' in Line 24 should be amended to 
— computer program code for generating the dynamic content — so that the 
claim language is consistent. 

• A tab indentation should be inserted before the term "generating" in Line 24 so 
that the claim is consistently formatted. 



Application/Control Number: 10/747,867 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2176 

Claim 30 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "processor" (see Line 2) has no antecedent basis and does not 
correspond to the previously recited portion of the claim because no computer, 
nor any other machine comprising a processor, is previously recited in the claim. 

• The phrase "the dynamic content further comprising java server pages 
referencing metalanguage representations of at least portions of other java 
server pages corresponding to the same rendered output report;" in Lines 8-10 
should be deleted because the phrase is subsequently recited in Lines 23-25 and 
is better located there. 

• The phrase "parsing and verification of the display data" in Line 14 should be 
amended to — parsing and v e rif i cation of verifying the display data — so that the 
phrase is grammatically correct. 

• The term "template" in Lines 15 and 16 (two occurrences) should be amended to 

— page t emplate — because that is how the component is previously identified 
(see Line 4). 

• The phrase "and generating further comprising" in Line 1 5 should be amended to 

— and sajd_generating further comprising — because the "generating" is 
previously recited in the claim (see Line 11). 

• The claim language recited in Lines 17-19 should be moved to a location that 
directly follows the term "template," in Line 16, because this language further 
modifies the language recited in Lines 11-16. Similarly, the claim language 
recited in Lines 20-21 should be moved to a location that directly follows the term 
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"structure," in Line 19, because this language also further modifies the language 
recited in Lines 11-16. In other words, all of the recited claim language in Lines 
11-21 should be located in a single paragraph and should not be separated into 
multiple paragraphs having multiple indentations. 

• The phrase "fetched output data" in Line 14 should be amended to — f e tched 
retrieved output data — so that the claim terminology is consistent (see Line 13). 

Claim 31 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "the dynamic content further comprising java server pages 
referencing metalanguage representations of at least portions of other ja va 
server pages corresponding to the same rendered output report;" in Lines 8-10 
should be deleted because the phrase is subsequently recited in Lines 23-25 and 
is better located there. 

• The phrase "parsing and verification of the display data" in Line 14 should be 
amended to — parsing and vorif i cation of verifying t he display data — so that the 
phrase is grammatically correct. 

• The term "template" in Lines 15 and 16 (two occurrences) should be amended to 

— page template — because that is how the component is previously identified 
(see Line 4). 

• The phrase "and generating further comprising" in Line 1 5 should be amended to 

— and said generating further comprising — because the "generating" is 
previously recited in the claim (see Line 11). 
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• The claim language recited in Lines 17-21 should be moved to a location that 
directly follows the term "template," in Line 16, because this language further 
modifies the language recited in Lines 11-16. In other words, all of the recited 
claim language in Lines 11-21 should be located in a single paragraph and 
should not be separated into, multiple paragraphs having multiple indentations. 

• The term "retrieved" in Line 1 9 should be amended to — retr i eved f etched — so 
that the claim language is consistent (see Lines 12 and 20-21). 

• The term "and" in Line 21 should be deleted because it is unnecessary. 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 26-27 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claim for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 

• An additional tab indentation should be inserted before the phrase "means for 
invoking" in Line 29 and the phrase "means for generating" in Line 32 because 
these limitations further define the "generating" recited in Lines 11-16. 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 26-27 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claim for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 

• The phrase "invoking the javabean components for each of the metadata 
components" in Lines 29-30 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claim for the recited "metadata components." 
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• The phrase "to perform processing using the retrieved display data" in Line 30 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claim for the 
recited "retrieved display data." Although the claim previously recites the "display 
data," the claim does not mention any retrieval of the "display data." 

• The number "58" in Line 30 should be deleted because it appears to be a 
typographic error. 

• The phrase "to perform processing using . . .the output data" in Lines 30-31 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claim for the 
recited "output data." 

• The phrase "corresponding to each of the parsed metadata tokens" in Lines 32- 
33 should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claim for the 
recited "parsed metadata tokens." Although the claim previously recites "tokens" 
that are "parsed," the claim does not mention that these "tokens" are "metadata 
tokens." 

Claim 32 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 2-3 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claims for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 
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• The phrase "invokes javabean components for each of the metadata 
components" in Lines 4-5 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claims for the recited "metadata components." 

• The phrase "to perform processing using the retrieved display data" in Lines 4-5 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 
recited "retrieved display data." Although the claims previously recite the "display 
data," the claims do not mention any retrieval of the "display data." 

• The number "58" in Line 5 should be deleted because it appears to be a 
typographic error. 

• The phrase "to perform processing using ... toe output data" in Lines 4-5 should 
be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited 
"output data." 

• The phrase "corresponding to each of the parsed metadata tokens" in Lines 6-7 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 
recited "parsed metadata tokens." Although the claims previously recite "tokens" 
that are "parsed," the claims do not mention that these "tokens" are "metadata 
tokens." 

• The comma at the end of Line 7 of the claim should be replaced with a period 
because all claims must end with a period. 
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Claim 33 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "javabeans" in Line 2 should be amended to — javabean[{s]] 
components — because that is how the element is previously identified (see 
Claim 32, Line 2). 

• The phrase "interpret the predetermined XML compliant syntax in Lines 2-3 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 
recited "predetermined XML compliant syntax." Although the claims previously 
recite the "predetermined syntax," the claims do not mention an "XML compliant 
syntax. 

• The phrase "the metadata components" in Line 3 should be amended because 
there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited "metadata components." 

Claim 34 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 2-3 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claims for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 

• The phrase "invokes javabean components for each of the metadata 
components" in Lines 4-5 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claims for the recited "metadata components." 

• The phrase "to perform processing using the retrieved display data" in Lines 4-5 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 



Application/Control Number: 10/747,867 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2176 

recited "retrieved display data." Although the claims previously recite the "display 
data," the claims do not mention any retrieval of the "display data." 

• The number "58" in Line 5 should be deleted because it appears to be a 
typographic error. 

• The phrase "to perform processing using . . .the output data" in Lines 4-5 should 
be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited 
"output data." 

• The phrase "corresponding to each of the parsed metadata tokens" in Lines 6-7 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claim for the 
recited "parsed metadata tokens." Although the claims previously recite "tokens" 
that are "parsed," the claims do not mention that these "tokens" are "metadata 
tokens." 

• The claim is a duplicate claim of Claim 32. 

Claim 35 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "javabeans" in Line 2 should be amended to — javabean[[s]] 
components — because that is how the element is previously identified (see 
Claim 34, Line 2). 

• The phrase "interpret the predetermined XML compliant syntax" in Lines 2-3 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 
recited "predetermined XML compliant syntax." Although the claims previously 
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recite the "predetermined syntax," the claims do not mention an "XML compliant' 
syntax. 

• The phrase "the metadata components" in Line 3 should be amended because 
there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited "metadata components." 

• The claim is a duplicate claim of Claim 33. 

Claim 36 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The phrase "wherein the predetermined syntax comprises" in Line 1 should be 
amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited 
"predetermined syntax." 

• The phrase "operable to interpret the predetermined syntax into the syntax of the 
output page" in Lines 2-3 should be amended because there is no antecedent 
basis in the claims for either the recited "syntax" of the output page or the recited 
"output page." 

• The phrase "invoking javabean components for each of the metadata 
components" in Line 4 should be amended because there is no antecedent basis 
in the claims for the recited "metadata components." 

• The phrase "to perform processing using the retrieved display data" in Lines 4-5 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the 
recited "retrieved display data." Although the claims previously recite the "display 
data," the claims do not mention any retrieval of the "display data." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 2, 4-11, 14-18, 22-25, 28 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Hefetz et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 
2004/0123238 (hereinafter, "Hefetz"). 
Claim 1: 

Hefetz discloses a method for producing an output report (see Figure 6 -* Hefetz 
discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figure) comprising: 

• identifying a page template indicative of an output report having passive content, 
the passive content being static (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, 
Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033 -> Hefetz 
discloses this limitation in that the page layout deployment system, when the 
portal receives a request from a user, obtains a template that includes static 
content); 

• parsing tokens from the page template, the tokens indicative of dynamic content, 
the dynamic content adapted to provide at least a portion of the output report 
(see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see 
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• The phrase "to perform processing using . . .the output data" in Lines 4-5 should 
be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited 
"output data" 

• The phrase "corresponding to each of the parsed metadata tokens" in Lines 6-7 
should be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claim for the 
recited "parsed metadata tokens." Although the claims previously recite "tokens" 
that are "parsed," the claims do not mention that these "tokens" are "metadata 
tokens." 

Claim 37 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• The term "javabeans" in Line 2 should be amended to — javabean[[s]] 
components — because that is how the element is previously identified (see 
Claim 36, Line 2). 

• The phrase "interpret the predetermined XML compliant syntax" in Line 2 should 
be amended because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited 
"predetermined XML compliant syntax." Although the claims previously recite the 
"predetermined syntax," the claims do not mention an "XML compliant' syntax. 

• The phrase "the metadata components" in Lines 2-3 should be amended 
because there is no antecedent basis in the claims for the recited "metadata 
components." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Claim 30: 

The language of the claim raises a question as to whether the claim is directed 
merely to an abstract idea that would not result in a practical application producing a 
concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 
35 U.S.C. 101. 

Claim 30 recites a "set of processor based instructions" for producing a report. 
"Instructions" are not within a statutory class as defined in 35 U.S.C. 101 (i.e., a 
"process," a "machine," a "manufacture" or a "composition of matter"). 

Additionally, as noted in the above claim objection, the subsequently recited 
"processor" (see Line 2) does not correspond to the previously recited portion of the 
claim because no computer, nor any other machine comprising a processor, is 
previously recited in the claim. 
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Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042 -» Hefetz 
discloses this limitation in that the system parses the template for placeholders, 
locates the placeholders and replaces them with dynamic content to generate a 
web page in response to the user's request); 

• for each token, generating the dynamic content, generating further comprising 
fetching output data and processing display data, the output data operable to be 
retrieved from a dynamic repository and display data operable to indicate 
organization of the fetched output data (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 
2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 
4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses 
this limitation in that the system replaces the located placeholders with dynamic 
content using ILayoutStructure objects and iViews); and 

• building the output report by assembling the generated dynamic content for each 
token in the page template (see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -*■ Hefetz 
discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited text), the dynamic 
content further comprising java server pages referencing metalanguage 
representations of at least portions of other java server pages corresponding to 
the same rendered output report (see Figure 5; see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; 
see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0035; 
see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; see 
Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -> Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the 
system comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system 
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translates the placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the 
obtained dynamic content). 

Claim 2: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 1, further comprising: 

• receiving a user request for an HTML page, wherein said building further 
comprises rendering the HTML page responsive to the user request (see Page 1 , 
Paragraph 0007; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, 
Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Page 5, Paragraph 0048; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 
0042; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in 
that the system generates a web page in response to the user's request). 

Claim 4: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 1, wherein said building the output report 
further comprises: 

• receiving an HTTP request on behalf of a user, the HTTP request indicative of an 
HTML response (see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Page 7, 
Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system, 
when the portal receives a request from a user, generates the web page in 
response to the user's request); 

• determining the page template corresponding to the requested HTML response . 
(see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 - 



Application/Control Number: 10/747,867 Page 23 

Art Unit: 21 76 

Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system obtains the template based on 
the request that is received from the user); 

• generating, in a rendering engine, a JSP output page from the identified page 
template (see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0033; see Page 5, Paragraph 0048; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» 
Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system generates the web page using 
JSP); and 

• transmitting the generated JSP output page to the user as an HTML page (see 
Page 1, Paragraph 0007; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, 
Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Page 5, Paragraph 0048; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 
0042; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -* Hefetz discloses this limitation in 
that the system transmits the web page in response to the user's request). 

Claim 5: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 1, wherein the display data is formatted 
according to a predetermined syntax, the predetermined syntax operable for parsing 
and verification of the display data (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; 
see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see 
Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; see Page 7, 
Paragraphs 0056-0059 -* Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system comprises 
JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system translates the placeholders into 
presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic content). 
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Claim 6: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 5, wherein the predetermined syntax, the 
predetermined syntax is a different syntax than the template and generating further 
comprises interpreting the display data from the predetermined syntax into the syntax 
defining the template {see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1, Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2- 
3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, 
Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; see Page 7, Paragraphs 
0056-0059 -* Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system comprises JSPs that 
include XML containers, wherein the system translates the placeholders into 
presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic content). 

Claim 7: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 5, wherein the predetermined syntax 
includes syntactical elements, and is further operable for nesting the syntactical 
elements, the nested syntactical elements defining a hierarchical structure (see Figures 
5 and 6; see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see 
Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, 
Paragraphs 0048-0055; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -* Hefetz discloses this 
limitation in that the system comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the 
system translates the placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the 
obtained dynamic content). 
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Claim 8: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 5, wherein the dynamic content is active 
content and the predetermined syntax conforms to XML, in which the syntactical 
elements further comprise XML tags (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1 , Paragraph 
0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; 
see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; see Page 7, 
Paragraphs 0056-0059 -> Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system comprises 
JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system translates the placeholders into 
presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic content). 

Claim 9: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 8, wherein the predetermined syntax is a 
page descriptor syntax defined by an XML schema (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1, 
Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; 
see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system 
comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system translates the 
placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic 
content). 
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Claim 10: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 1, wherein the tokens are metadata tokens 
(see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1, Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023- 
0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see 
Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 - Hefetz 
discloses this limitation in that the system comprises JSPs that include XML containers, 
wherein the system translates the placeholders into presentations of the containers 
comprising the obtained dynamic content), further comprising: 

• parsing the metadata tokens from the page template, each of the metadata 
tokens indicative of dynamic content (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2- 
3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4- 
5, Paragraph 0042 -> Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system parses 
the template for placeholders, locates the placeholders and replaces them with 
dynamic content to generate a web page in response to the user's request); 

• retrieving, from a metadata repository, metadata components corresponding to 
the metadata tokens and operable to provide the dynamic content corresponding 
to the parsed metadata token (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1 , Paragraph 
0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032- 
0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; 
see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the 
system comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system 
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translates the placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the 
obtained dynamic content); 

• retrieving, based on the metadata components, the display data and the output 
data from a repository, the display data and output data corresponding to the 
dynamic content for rendering on the output report (see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; ^ 
see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; 
see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz 
discloses this limitation in that the system replaces the located placeholders with 
dynamic content using ILayoutStructure objects and iViews); 

• processing the metadata components using the retrieved display data and output 
data to generate the dynamic content corresponding to the parsed metadata 
token (see Page 1, Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see 
Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Page 7, 
Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system 
replaces the located placeholders with dynamic content using ILayoutStructure 
objects and iViews); and 

• inserting the dynamic content in the output report by replacing the metadata 
token (see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 Hefetz discloses this limitation, as 
clearly indicated in the cited text). 
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Claim 11: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 10, wherein the metadata components 
further comprise page descriptors, the page descriptors conforming to a declarative 
syntax and indicative of the dynamic content (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1 , 
Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; 
see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -* Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system 
comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system translates the 
placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic 
content). 

Claim 14: 

Hefetz discloses the method of Claim 1, wherein the display data further 
comprises user specific views, the user specific views indicative of formatting and 
display preference specific to a particular user and operable for interpretation by syntax 
processing components to render the display data according to the user specific views 
(see Page 1 , Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, 
Paragraphs 0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Page 7, Paragraphs 
0056-0059 -> Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system personalizes the views 
presented to particular users). 
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Claim 15: 

Claim 15 merely recites a device that performs the methods of Claims 1 and 5-7. 
Thus, Claim 15 is rejected using the same rationale, as specified in the above rejections 
for Claims 1 and 5-7. 

Claims 16-1 8, 22-25 and 28: 

Claims 16-18, 22-25 and 28 merely recite a device that performs the methods of 
Claims 2, 1 , 4, 8-1 1 and 14, respectively. Thus, Claims 16-18, 22-25 and 28 are 
rejected using the same rationale, as specified in the above rejections for Claims 2, 1 , 4, 
8-11 and 14. 

Claim 30: 

Claim 30 merely recites instructions for performing the methods of Claims 1 and 
5-7. Thus, Claim 30 is rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in the above 
rejection for Claims 1 and 5-7. 



Application/Control Number: 10/747,867 



Art Unit: 2176 



Page 30 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 12, 13, 26, 27, 29 and 31-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Hefetz, in view of Sulistio et al., U.S. Patent No. 7,036,072 

(hereinafter, "Sulistio"), 

Claim 12: 

As indicated in the above rejection, Hefetz discloses every limitation of Claim 1 . 
Hefetz also discloses that the parsing further comprises identifying a software 
component operable to process the metadata token, wherein the metadata component 
is retrieved and processed by the software component (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 
1, Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; 
see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 -» Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system 
translates the placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the obtained 
dynamic content). 

Hefetz fails to expressly disclose: 
• identifying a javabean operable to process the metadata token. 
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Sulistio teaches a system for handling documents in electronic commerce, 
comprising: 

• javabeans operable to act upon a document (see Figures 7, 8 and 1 9; see 
Column 5, Line 34 through Column 6, Line 57; see Column 37, Line 58 through 
Column 38, Line 20 ■* Sulistio teaches this limitation in that the system 
processes XML documents using schemas and javabeans to make declarative 
transformations of the documents), 

for the purpose of simplifying the processing of documents using declarative methods 
and components (see Column 2, Lines 13-19). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method, disclosed in Hefetz, to include: 

• identifying a javabean operable to process the metadata token, 

for the purpose of simplifying the processing of documents using declarative methods 
and components, as taught by Sulistio. 

Claim 13: 

Hefetz discloses metadata components [that] are XML files including at least one 
page descriptor according to the predetermined syntax, and processing [that] further 
. comprises retrieving the page descriptors by the software components and producing 
HTML code corresponding to the page descriptors (see Figures 5 and 6; see Page 1 , 
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Paragraph 0003; see Pages 2-3, Paragraphs 0023-0026; see Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0033; see Pages 4-5, Paragraph 0042; see Pages 5-6, Paragraphs 0048-0055; 
see Page 7, Paragraphs 0056-0059 Hefetz discloses this limitation in that the system 
comprises JSPs that include XML containers, wherein the system translates the 
placeholders into presentations of the containers comprising the obtained dynamic 
content). 

Claims 26 and 27: 

Claims 26 and 27 merely recite a device that performs the methods of Claims 12 
and 13, respectively. Thus, Claims 26 and 27 are rejected using the same rationale, as 
specified in the above rejections for Claims 12 and 13. 

Claim 29: 

Claim 29 merely recites computer software for performing the methods of Claim 
1, 5, 10 and 12. Thus, Claim 29 is rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in the 
above rejections for Claims 1 , 5, 10 and 12. 
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Claim 31: 

Claim 31 merely recites a device for performing the methods of Claims 1 , 5-7, 10 
and 12. Thus, Claim 31 is rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in the above 
rejections for Claims 1, 5-7, 10 and 12. 

Claims 32 and 34: 

Claims 32 and 34 merely recite a device for performing the methods of Claims 1 , 
5-7, 10 and 12. Thus, Claims 32 and 34 are rejected using the same rationale, as 
indicated in the above rejections for Claims 1, 5-7, 10 and 12. 

Claims 33 and 35: 

Claims 33 and 35 merely recite a device for performing the methods of Claims 12 
and 13. Thus, Claims 33 and 35 are rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in 
the above rejections for Claims 1 2 and 1 3. 

Claim 36: 

The subject matter recited in Claim 36 corresponds to the recited limitations of 
Claims 10 and 12. Thus, Claim 36 is rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in 
the above rejections for Claims 10 and 12. 
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Claim 37: 

The subject matter recited in Claim 37 corresponds to the recited limitations of 
Claims 12 and 13. Thus, Claim 37 is rejected using the same rationale, as indicated in 
the above rejections for Claims 12 and 13. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 09/18/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102: . 

Applicant argues that Hefetz fails to disclose "referencing metalanguage 
representations of at least portions of other java server pages corresponding to the 
same rendered output report' because Hefetz fails to disclose such metalanguage 
references. Applicant appears to suggest that the recited limitation is distinguished from 
the third party toolkits (i.e., iViews, ILayoutStructure) for switching placeholder content 
to actual content that are disclosed in Hefetz. See Response - Pages 18-19, spanning 
paragraph. 

The examiner disagrees. 

The examiner notes that Applicant fails to specifically state in detail how the 
recited limitation is distinguished from the disclosure of Hefetz. The Specification of the 
present application provides no detail regarding the "metalanguage representations" of 
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the "other java server pages" In the "Detailed Description" section of the Specification, 
the "metalanguage representations" of the "other java server pages" is mentioned only 
once (see Page 14, Lines 12-14) and provides no details about what this language 
means. 

The examiner will interpret the limitation (i.e., "the dynamic content further 
comprising java server pages referencing metalanguage representations of at least 
portions of other java server pages corresponding to the same rendered output report) 
according to its plain meaning. Using the plain meaning of the limitation, the examiner 
interprets the limitation to indicate that the dynamic content includes JSPs referencing 
other JSPs. In other words, the dynamic content includes nested JSPs. 

Hefetz discloses a portal-based networked environment that allows client 
computers to access data over a network through a portal. The portal can receive 
information from web applications (e.g., web services) to fulfill requests from the client 
computers. The information can be dynamic content, and the applications can be 
dynamic content sources. The portal can be integrated with an enterprise management 
system that consolidates multiple application services. The integrated enterprise 
management system can provide integrated application services to manage business 
objects and processes in a business enterprise, thereby consolidating and integrating 
the data and functionality of multiple different applications into a single enterprise 
management tool provided through the portal. See Hefetz - Pages 3-4, Paragraphs 
0032-0035. 
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Hefetz discloses a portal page template that provides run-time translators 
corresponding to page elements defined in the template. At run-time, the translators 
are invoked. Upon invoking the translators, one or more content components are 
obtained for each page element, and the corresponding page element is translated into 
a presentation of the obtained one or more content elements. See Hefetz - Pages 4-5, 
Paragraphs 0040-0044. 

Hefetz discloses that the content presented via the portal includes JSPs. See 
Hefetz - Page 1 , Paragraph 0003 and Pages 2-3, Paragraph 0024. Thus, Hefetz 
discloses obtaining JSPs as dynamic content for inclusion into the web page/web 
application that is presented to the user and obtaining one or more content components 
for each page element on the web page. The examiner interprets this disclosure to 
include obtaining nested JSPs for inclusion into the web page/web application as 
dynamic content. Also, as indicated in Copeland, et al., US 6,877,025, web pages/web 
applications having dynamic content comprising nested JSPs were well known to those 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the present invention was made (see Copeland - 
Column 4, Lines 10-30). 

Accordingly, Hefetz discloses dynamic content further comprising 7ava server 
pages referencing metalanguage representations of at least portions of other java 
server pages corresponding to the same rendered output report," as recited in the 
claims. 
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Applicant argues that Hefetz fails to disclose generating dynamic content via 
"fetching output data and processing display data" because Hefetz merely selectively 
switches between placeholders and actual data. Applicant remarks that Hefetz merely 
invokes external toolkits and makes no distinction or clarification concerning the claimed 
output data operable to be retrieved from a dynamic repository and display data 
operable to indicate organization of the fetched output data. See Response - Page 19, 
first full paragraph. 

The examiner disagrees. 

Switching between placeholders and actual data is only a very small portion of 
what Hefetz discloses. As indicated in the above discussion, Hefetz also discloses 
obtaining dynamic content for a web page/web application during run-time. 
Furthermore, Hefetz discloses storage mediums from which the dynamic content is 
obtained and a user-roles based system that allows personalized tailoring of a 
presented interface through the generated information views. See Hefetz - Pages 3-5, 
Paragraphs 0033, 0036, 0037 and 0042. 

Accordingly, Hefetz discloses "fetching output data and processing display data," 
wherein the output data operable to be retrieved from a dynamic repository and the 
display data operable to indicate organization of the fetched output data, as recited in 
the claims. 

Applicant argues that Hefetz fails to disclose a predetermined syntax because 
the predetermined template in the present invention need not be the same syntax as the 
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template [sic]. In the examiner's opinion, it appears that Applicant meant to argue that 
the display data is formatted in syntax that is different from the syntax of the page 
template (see Claim 15, Lines 12-17). See Response - Page 20, first paragraph. 
The examiner disagrees. 

Hefetz discloses that JSP templates can contain any HTML, Java, custom tags 
defined in a tag library, or other JSP complying content, that is to be included in the web 
pages/web applications. The layout containers in the templates can hold multiple 
iViews, HTML tags and HTMLB (HTML-Business for Java) tags. Additional container 
properties, such as portal application definitions, may be stored in XML documents. 
Page layout definitions are stored in a portal content directory. See Hefetz - Pages 5-7, 
Paragraphs 0048-0059. Thus, the containers of the templates can obtain layout 
information that is described in a different syntax than the templates. 

Accordingly, Hefetz discloses a "predetermined syntax" for "display data" that is 
different from the syntax of the page template, as recited in the claims. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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